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1The human expenditure ratio is a product of three ratios: a) the public expenditure ratio, b) the social allocation ratio, and c) the social
priority ratio.
July 1996 July 1996
HE 1991 HUMAN Development Report (HDR) provides a framework for assessing
governance based on improvements in human development over time and on how well
the government has financed human development program. To help governments design
and monitor expenditure programs that are highly focused on the attainment of human
development objectives, the HDR (UNDP 1991) recommends the use of four ratios:
w public expenditure ratio - the percentage of GNP that goes into government
expenditure;
w social allocation ratio - the percentage of government expenditure set aside
for social services;
w social priority ratio - the percentage of government social expenditure allocated
for human priority concerns; and
w human expenditure ratio - the percentage of national income earmarked for hu-
man priority concerns.1
The HDR noted that the human expenditure ratio should be in the vicinity of 5
percent if a country wishes to perform well in terms of human develop-
ment. Various combinations of values for the public expenditure ratio, the
social allocation ratio and the social priority ratio will yield the targeted
human expenditure ratio. However, the report pointed out that "a pre-
ferred option is to keep the public expenditure ratio moderate (around 25
percent), allocate much of this to the social sectors (more than 40 percent),
and focus on the social priority areas (giving them more than 50 percent of







Congressional Budget Realignments Congressional Budget Realignments
on the Social Sector
PIDS Policy Notes are observations/analy-
ses written by PIDS researchers on certain policy
issues.  The treatise is wholistic in approach, and
like the PIDS Executive Memo, it aims to pro-
vide useful inputs for decisionmaking.PolicyNotes
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ments should also monitor the human development
priority ratio, i.e., the percentage of total government
expenditure that is allocated to human development
priorities.
2Human priority expenditures include basic education, primary health care,
basic primary planning and low-cost water supply and sanitation.
Thus, the 1994 HDR (UNDP 1994) proposed the
20:20 compact as a means of obtaining steady, certain
and sufficient levels of financing for the basic social
needs of every human being. The initiative exhorts na-
tional governments and international donors to allo-
cate 20 percent of their budgets on human priority ex-
penditures to help nations achieve decent levels of hu-
man development.2 This implies that national govern-
GRAND TOTAL 239,249,536 236,371,537 0.99 284,436,933 293,973,936 1.03 328,619,183 340,609,183 1.04
Total Public Administration 49,600,389 46,395,808 0.94 59,031,866 60,291,263 1.02 72,829,402 74,932,400 1.03
Public administration 37,759,894 35,394,381 0.94 46,339,528 47,715,198 1.03 56,704,620 59,181,568 1.04
Peace and order 11,840,495 11,001,427 0.93 12,692,338 12,576,065 0.99 16,124,782 15,750,832 0.98
National Defense 20,187,418 19,796,962 0.98 22,048,564 22,227,012 1.01 23,663,676 23,992,666 1.01
Total Social Services 61,748,780 62,582,066 1.01 74,019,952 76,148,711 1.03 90,182,612 89,935,072 1.00
Education 43,725,633 44,975,319 1.03 52,283,120 53,374,948 1.02 61,690,913 65,776,007 1.07
Social services, labor welfare
     and employment 7,131,164 7,129,378 1.00 9,299,973 10,360,719 1.11 16,582,797 10,072,879 0.61
Housing and community development 2,921,086 1,911,392 0.65 3,067,086 2,863,586 0.93 2,250,378 3,172,628 1.41
Total Economic Services 46,116,949 48,898,701 1.06 48,808,551 59,353,950 1.22 63,901,304 76,706,856 1.20
Agrarian reform 702,681 855,716 1.22 776,724 861,224 1.11 888,472 949,972 1.07
Agriculture 8,850,684 8,285,335 0.94 8,376,713 10,615,457 1.27 12,332,867 16,659,619 1.35
Natural resource 4,537,077 4,428,994 0.98 4,816,240 4,369,065 0.91 6,283,636 6,088,371 0.97
Industry 2,474,265 1,735,249 0.70 2,221,292 1,998,792 0.90 1,976,177 2,128,184 1.08
Trade 464,241 251,725 0.54 165,671 165,671 1.00 202,201 209,201 1.03
Tourism 487,658 450,479 0.92 504,560 503,560 1.00 469,698 623,698 1.33
Power 1,767,694 1,745,960 0.99 614,574 743,674 1.21 599,155 793,405 1.32
Water 557,424 556,459 1.00 418,075 499,575 1.19 582,308 675,458 1.16
Transportation 25,520,539 29,987,117 1.18 30,378,706 39,140,936 1.29 40,258,003 48,286,161 1.20
Other economic services 754,686 601,667 0.80 535,996 455,996 0.85 308,787 292,787 0.95
Others 61,596,000 58,698,000 0.95 80,528,000 75,953,000 0.94 78,042,189 75,042,189 0.96
     Net of Debt Service  1994 1995 1996
      NOMINAL LEVELS   President’s  President’s  President’s
     (In thousand pesos)   Budget (PB)   GAA GAA/PB  Budget (PB) GAA  GAA/PB  Budget (PB) GAA GAA/PB
        (1)    (2)     (3)        (4)  (5)      (6)       (7)  (8)   (9)
GAA - General Appropriations Act.
Table 1
Comparing GAA to President’s Budget: National Government Expenditures (Net of Debt Service) by Sectoral Classification,
1994, 1995 and 1996 (New  Appropriations Only)PolicyNotes
3 July 1996 July 1996
           1994            1995           1996
President’s President’s President’s
   Budget GAA    Budget GAA    Budget GAA
GRAND TOTAL 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Total Public Administration 20.73 19.63 20.75 20.51 22.16 22.00
Public administration 15.78 14.97 16.29 16.23 17.26 17.38
Peace and order 4.95 4.65 4.46 4.28 4.91 4.62
National Defense 8.44 8.38 7.75 7.56 7.20 7.04
Total Social Services 25.81 26.48 26.02 25.90 27.44 26.40
Education 18.28 19.03 18.38 18.16 18.77 19.31
Health 3.33 3.62 3.29 3.25 2.94 3.20
Social services, labor welfare 2.98 3.02 3.27 3.52 5.05 2.96
      and employment
Housing and community development 1.22 0.81 1.08 0.97 0.68 0.93
Total Economic Services 19.28 20.69 17.16 20.19 19.45 22.52
Agrarian reform 0.29 0.36 0.27 0.29 0.27 0.28
Agriculture 3.70 3.51 2.95 3.61 3.75 4.89
Natural resource 1.90 1.87 1.69 1.49 1.91 1.79
Industry 1.03 0.73 0.78 0.68 0.60 0.62
Trade 0.19 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
Tourism 0.20 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.18
Power 0.74 0.74 0.22 0.25 0.18 0.23
Water 0.23 0.24 0.15 0.17 0.18 0.20
Transportation 10.67 12.69 10.68 13.31 12.25 14.18
Other economic services 0.32 0.25 0.19 0.16 0.09 0.09
Others 25.75 24.83 28.31 25.84 23.75 22.03
The proposed 20:20 compact
is a call for (i) increased public
revenues to enable governments
to support a higher public expen-
diture ratio without breaching
the macroeconomic balance; and
(ii) intersectoral as well as intra-
sectoral budget reallocations to
help governments identify areas
where public expenditures may
be reduced in favor of the social
sectors (and within the social sec-
tors, to determine a more appro-
priate balance between basic and
nonbasic social services). This is
to achieve significant improve-
ments in the social allocation ra-
tio, social priority ratio, human
expenditure ratio and human de-
velopment priority ratio even if
additional resources are not forth-
coming.
Following this, the United
Nations Children's Fund
(UNICEF) supported a study il-
lustrating the possibilities for
budget restructuring for in-
creased social sector spending in
the Philippine context (Manasan
et al. 1994). This paper further
supports this thrust by looking
more closely at the impact of Con-
gressional budget initiatives and
the use of the Countrywide De-
velopment Fund (CDF) on the
social allocation and the social pri-
ority ratios at the national level.
Budget Realignments
in Congress
Congress's mark on the na-
tional government budget comes from two directions.
First, while the Philippine Constitution prohibits Con-
gress from augmenting the total expenditure outlay
that is proposed in the President's Budget, members
of Congress are allowed to realign the expenditure pro-
gram submitted by the President. Thus, Congress may
Table 2
Sectoral Distribution of National Government Expenditures (Net of Debt Service),
1994, 1995 and 1996 (In percent)
(New  Appropriations Only)
introduce new expenditure items and/or increase the
allocation going to specific agencies/programs by re-
ducing the budget for others. Second, the manner by
which members of Congress expend their Countrywide
Development Fund may also influence the social allo-
cation and social priority ratios.PolicyNotes
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In 1994 and 1995, Congress augmented the alloca-
tion proposed in the PB for the social service sectors.
The total appropriations for the social sectors under
the 1994 GAA was P0.9 billion (or 1 percent) higher
than the proposed level in the 1994 President's Bud-
get. Similarly, the aggregate social sector budget in the
1995 GAA was P2.1 billion (or 3 percent) more than the
level programmed in the President's Budget (Table 1).
However, in 1996, while the GAA increased the allot-
ment for economic services by a hefty 20 percent, the
allocation for social services declined marginally.
Congressional Budget Initiatives
   1994   1994     1994  1994  1994    1995  1995     1995  1995  1995    1996  1996     1996  1996  1996
PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB
   PB   GAA   ratio    PB   GAA   ratio    PB   GAA   ratio
Table 3














Pre-school 100.31 0.23 105.32 0.24 1.05 105.31 0.21 121.65 0.23 1.16 59.94 0.10
Elementary 24267.08 56.53 24782.24 56.28 1.02 28572.38 55.73 29616.52 56.62 1.04 34094.04 56.81
Secondary 8037.22 18.72 8153.53 18.52 1.01 10361.58 20.21 9375.69 17.93 0.90 10877.09 18.13
Nonformal 135.48 0.32 85.91 0.20 0.63 150.60 0.29 153.60 0.29 1.02 162.89 0.27
Technical/ 1037.15 2.42 1071.22 2.43 1.03 1237.52 2.41 1411.83 2.70 1.14 1591.45 2.65
Vocational
Tertiary 6496.03 15.13 7054.07 16.02 1.09 7912.54 15.43 8563.25 16.37 1.08 9304.51 15.50
General 2524.23 5.88 2405.92 5.46 0.95 2481.16 4.84 2538.66 4.85 1.02 3404.38 5.67
Administration
Physical Education 136.00 0.32 169.07 0.38 1.24 169.07 0.33 219.07 0.42 1.30 157.07 0.26
and Sports
Health and Nutrition 35.43 0.08 43.47 0.10 1.23 43.90 0.09 44.90 0.09 1.02 58.23 0.10
Culture 159.15 0.37 164.68 0.37 1.03 232.73 0.45 259.30 0.50 1.11 300.53 0.50
TOTAL 42928.07 100.00 44035.41 100.00 1.03 51266.78 100.00 52304.45 100.00 1.02 60010.13 100.00
MEMO ITEM:
Basic Education* 32304.30 75.25 32935.77 74.79 1.02 38933.96 75.94 38992.21 74.55 1.00 44971.13 74.94
*elementary plus secondary education
PB -  President's Budget
GAA -  General Appropriations Act
To determine whether the social sectors, particu-
larly the human priority development expenditures,
are favored in the realignments made by Congress in
the course of its budget deliberations, a variance analysis
of the President's Budgets (PBs) and the General Ap-
propriations Acts (GAAs) of 1994, 1995 and 1996 was
undertaken. Table 1 shows that while Congress consis-
tently increased the national government's budgetary
allocation on the social sectors, such increments were
not as large as those allotted for the economic sectors.PolicyNotes
5 July 1996 July 1996
Preventive Care 3086.17 45.47 3189.02 43.49 1.03 3323.59 39.66 3406.15 39.91 1.02 3774.45 43.29 3849.06 41.67 1.02
Curative Care 2820.62 41.56 3265.50 44.54 1.16 3992.68 47.65 4099.99 48.04 1.03 4014.59 46.04 4162.11 45.06 1.04
Training 86.10 1.27 85.82 1.17 1.00 79.10 0.94 80.76 0.95 1.02 101.18 1.16 100.84 1.09 1.00
General Administration 794.33 11.70 791.85 10.80 1.00 984.52 11.75 947.17 11.10 0.96 829.30 9.51 1125.55 12.18 1.36
TOTAL 6787.22 100.00 7332.19 100.00 1.08 8379.89 100.00 8534.08 100.00 1.02 8719.52 100.00 9237.55 100.00 1.06
   1994   1994     1994  1994  1994    1995  1995     1995  1995  1995    1996  1996     1996  1996  1996
PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB PB levels % distn GAA levels % distn GAA-PB
   PB   GAA   ratio    PB   GAA   ratio    PB   GAA   ratio
Among the social service sectors, education cap-
tured the biggest increment in nominal peso terms in
1994-1996. Congress increased the education budget by
P1.2 billion (or 3 percent) in 1994, by P1.1 billion (or 2
percent) in 1995 and by P4.1 billion (or 7 percent) in
1996. Health, meanwhile, received the largest increase
in proportional terms (7 percent) relative to the corre-
sponding level in the President's Budget in 1994. On
the other hand, social welfare garnered the largest in-
crease in proportional terms (11 percent) in 1995 while
housing and community development's budget rose by
41 percent in the GAA.
It should be emphasized, however, that the incre-
ment in the budget allocation for the economic service
sectors as a result of Congressional realignment was
significantly larger than that for the social service sec-
tors. Thus, Congress increased the combined budgets
of the economic sectors by P2.8 billion (or 6 percent) in
1994, by P10.6 billion (or 22 percent) in 1995, and P12.8
billion (or 20 percent) in 1996 compared to the appro-
priation levels proposed in the President's Budget
(Table 1). Massive supplements were consistently re-
ceived by the transportation and communication
subsector in 1994-1996. The agrarian reform subsector
obtained large increments in 1994 and 1995 while the
agriculture, power and water subsectors secured  sub-
stantial  increases in their respective budgets in 1995
and 1996. At the same time, Congress cut the aggre-
gate public administration budget by 6 percent in 1994
but increased it by 2 percent and 3 percent, respec-
tively, in 1995 and 1996.
Consequently, the social allocation ratio (i.e., the
share of the social service sectors in the government
budget net of debt service) increased only slightly
(from 25.8 percent to 26.5 percent) in 1994 as a result
of Congressional initiatives (Table 2) compared with
the robust rise in the budget share of the economic
sectors from 19.3 percent to 20.7 percent. Moreover, in
1995 and 1996, the social allocation ratio suffered a
marginal decline, from 26.0 percent to 25.9 percent and
from 27.4 percent to 26.4 percent, respectively, because
of budget realignments at the legislature. In contrast,
the allocation for the economic service sectors received
another boost when their combined budget share rose
from 17.2 percent (19.5 percent) in the PB to 20.2 per-
cent (22.5 percent) in the GAA in 1995.
At the same time, a closer examination of the dis-
tribution of the budgets of the Department of Educa-
tion, Culture and Sports (DECS), the State Universi-
ties and Colleges (SUCs) and the Department of Health
(DOH) reveals that Congressional initiatives have not
favored human development priorities like basic edu-
cation and basic health services. Table 3 shows that
while Congress legislated increases (relative to the pro-
posed allocation in the PB) in the combined budgets of
the DECS and the SUCs in 1994-1996, the increases in
the appropriations for tertiary education are larger
than those for basic education. The budget for tertiary
education rose by 9 percent in 1994, 8 percent in 1995,
and 12 percent in 1996, compared to the increase in the
basic education's budget of 2 percent, less than 1 per-
cent and 3 percent in those years. Consequently, the
Table 4
Effect of Congressional Realignments on the Budget of Department of Health, 1994-1996
(In million pesos)PolicyNotes
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Total Economic Services 1554735.36 55.66 27.78 1578496.23 56.77 30.04
Agriculture 4.17 10309.20 0.37 3.93
Agrarian Reform 1.07 170.00 0.01 0.91
Natural Resources 1.66 4737.00 0.17 1.72
Industry, Trade, Tourism 1.12 7795.50 0.28 1.56
Power and Energy 2.91 12206.50 0.44 2.39
Water Resources Development 173932.60 6.23 0.65 1000.00 0.04 0.26
Transportation and Communications 716854.35 25.66 14.71 1484318.03 53.39 17.22
Other Economic Services 663948.41 23.77 1.51 57960.00 2.08 2.05
Total Social Services 483563.11 17.31 25.28 744427.48 26.78 23.49
Education 197978.57 7.09 19.40 67131.70 2.41 17.85
Health 143906.27 5.15 3.23 19457.49 0.70 2.95
Social Welfare, Labor 2.03 657538.29 23.65 2.15
Housing and Community Development 141678.28 5.07 0.63 300.00 0.01 0.54
National Defense 9.74 2960.00 0.11 9.12
Total Public Services 524588.40 18.78 18.79 454413.57 16.34 18.52
Public Administration 524588.40 18.78 13.25 450437.43 16.20 13.58
Peace and Order 5.54 3976.15 0.14 4.94
Others 230506.83 8.25 18.40 18.83
Grand Total 2793393.70 100.00 100.00 2780297.28 100.00 100.00
1993  1993   1993 1994 1994   1994
Levels % Distn  % Distn Levels    %  % Distn
 CDF   CDF Total NG  CDF  CDF Total NG
 Budget  Budget
share of basic education in the combined DECS/SUCs
budget declined while that of tertiary education in-
creased in 1994-1996.
Similarly, there has been some reallocation away
from preventive health care in favor of curative health
care in the DOH budget in 1994-1996 as a result of Con-
gressional budget realignment (Table 4). While the ap-
propriation for preventive care in the GAA rose by 3
percent relative to its PB level in
1994, that for curative care went
up by 16 percent. Consequently,
in that year, there was a decline
in the budget share of preven-
tive care from 45.5 percent to
43.5 percent as a result of Con-
gressional realignment. In con-
trast, the budget share of cura-
tive care jumped from 41.6 per-
cent to 44.5 percent. A similar pic-
ture is observed for 1995 and
1996 but the bias in favor of cura-
tive care was not as marked.
Table 5
Countrywide Development Fund Expenditures, 1993 and 1994
(In thousand pesos)
It should be stressed that this practice tends to
increase the general uncertainty in the amount of bud-
get resources that will be released by the Department
of Budget and Management (DBM) to specific agen-
cies/programs in the course of the budget year not-
withstanding the existence of a legislated appropria-
tion cover. It has been pointed out that the DBM paces
Finally, it is notable that in
1995 and 1996, Congress in-
creased total national govern-
ment expenditures net of debt
service by 3 percent relative to
the proposed appropriations
level in the President's Budget
(Table 1). This came about as
Congress went through the mo-
tion of reducing the debt service
component of the President's ex-
penditure program and subse-
quently re-allocating the "sav-
ings" thus generated to other
programs. However, Presiden-
tial Decree 1177 which remains
in force to date provides that
debt service is automatically ap-
propriated. Thus, Congressional
cuts on debt service are illusory
and the higher nondebt service
expenditures provided in the
GAA imply that Congress has ef-
fectively increased the national
government budget in the aggre-
gate relative to the President's Budget.PolicyNotes
7 July 1996 July 1996
the release of allotment advises as well as notice of cash
allocation in accordance with the relative availability of
cash in the national treasury (Penner et al. 1994). To
the extent that increases in the nondebt service portion
of the budget increases the overall size of the budget
relative to the amount of revenue that is forthcoming,
the need to ration cash releases is intensified.
Countrywide Development Fund
Over and above the Congressional budget inser-
tions discussed in the previous subsection, it has been
the practice since 1990 that each Congressman is allot-
ted P12 million while each Senator is given an P18 mil-
lion share in the Countrywide Development Fund
(CDF). Each legislator is then given the discretion to
choose the sector and the geographic area where his
CDF share will be spent. Essentially, these pork barrel
funds, as the CDF has come to be known, are allocated
by members of Congress to their pet projects. An analy-
sis of the sectoral distribution of CDF releases reveals
that the CDF is heavily biased in favor of the economic
service sectors in 1993 and 1994. In those years, 56-57
percent of the CDF was channelled to economic ser-
vices compared to the 17-27 percent share of social ser-
vices in the CDF (Table 5). In both years, the CDF was
also more heavily skewed in favor of economic services
than the overall national government budget. For in-
stance, in 1993, the share of economic services in the
CDF was 56 percent, significantly higher than its 28 per-
cent share in the aggregate national government bud-
get. Conversely, the share of the social services in the
CDF was 17 percent, substantially lower than its 25
percent share in the aggregate budget of the national
government.
creased other expenditure items. As a result, the ex-
penditure program net of debt service implied by the
GAA in 1995 (and also in 1996) is larger than that pro-
posed in the President's Budget.
Congressional initiatives tend to augment the al-
location proposed in the President's Budget for the so-
cial service sectors in nominal peso terms. It should be
emphasized, however, that the increment in the bud-
get allocation for the social service sectors as a result of
Congressional realignment was significantly smaller
than that for the economic service sectors.
Consequently, the social allocation ratio (i.e., the
share of the social service sectors in the government
budget net of debt service) increased only marginally
in 1994 and then dipped in 1995 and 1996.
At the same time, a more detailed analysis of the
budgets of the Department of Education, Culture and
Sports (DECS), the State Universities and Colleges
(SUCs) and the Department of Health (DOH) demon-
strates Congressional preference for tertiary education
over basic education and for curative care over pre-
ventive care. Thus, the share of basic education in the
combined DECS/SUCs budget declined while that of
tertiary education increased in 1994-1996 because of
Congressional initiatives. Similarly, there has been some
reallocation away from preventive health care in favor
of curative health care in the DOH budget in said years
as a result of Congressional budget realignment.
On the other hand, an analysis of the sectoral dis-
tribution of the Countrywide Development Fund re-
veals that the CDF was heavily biased in favor of the
economic service sectors in 1993 and 1994. In those
years, more than half of the CDF was channelled to
economic services compared to the 17-27 percent share
of social services. In both years, the CDF was also more
heavily skewed in favor of economic services than the
overall national government budget.
Summary and Recommendations
The law allows Congress to realign the expendi-
ture  program proposed by the President as long as it
does not increase the total expenditure outlay in the
President's Budget. This means that members of Con-
gress can introduce new expenditure items and/or
augment the budgets of specific agencies/programs
only if they reduce the allocation for others.
In more recent years, Congress has instituted cuts
on debt service at the same time that it has pruned
some components of the President's Budget and in-
From this discussion, an "if you can't lick 'em join
'em" approach might appear to be expedient if not prag-
matic. Thus, social sector advocates might con- social sector advocates might con-
sider focusing their efforts in redirecting Con- sider focusing their efforts in redirecting Con-
gressional initiatives towards human develop- gressional initiatives towards human develop-
ment priorities ment priorities. However, such a track should be
taken with extreme caution with extreme caution.PolicyNotes
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ture to reassert its "control" over the budget process.
In more practical terms, it provides members of Con-
gress an avenue for securing funds for their pet projects.
On the other hand, it actually gives the Office of the
President (and the Department of Budget and Man-
agement) tremendous power over the implementation
phase of the budget cycle. This arises not only because
it necessitates that DBM "doles out the Advice of Allot-
ment and the Notice of Cash Allocation" in the course
of the year but also because Presidential approval is
required prior to the release of funds for Congressional
budget insertions. In this context, power over the bud-
get is manifested not only in terms of how much money
is made available but also in terms of when money is
made available.
What can be done?
First, the participation of Congress in the First, the participation of Congress in the
investment programming exercise should be investment programming exercise should be
enhanced. Such participation should be in the enhanced. Such participation should be in the
early part rather than towards the end of the early part rather than towards the end of the
process. process. At present, Congressmen, as members of the
Regional Development Councils, provide inputs in the
identification of projects at the regional level. Appar-
ently, this arrangement does not sufficiently address
Congress's desire to have a bigger role in the identifi-
cation and prioritization of projects at the subnational
level. Thus, there is a need to design a more effective
venue/forum wherein Congress may fully participate
in investment planning/programming so as to enhance
the process's bottom-up features.
Second Second, once this reform is put in place, the Ex- the Ex-
ecutive and the Legislative branches should then ecutive and the Legislative branches should then
agree to minimize pork-barrel politics by mini- agree to minimize pork-barrel politics by mini-
mizing Congressional budget initiatives mizing Congressional budget initiatives.  It would
help if budget rules are changed (possibly by law) such
that Congressional budget insertions can only be fi-
nanced by reductions in the budget of the same agency
or reduction in allocations going to the same functional
category. This will force discipline into the budget al-
location process.
First First, previous experience shows a marked Con-
gressional preference for the economic sectors relative
to the social sectors (and within the social sectors, a
preference for tertiary education/health services over
human development priorities). In contrast to invest-
ments in human capital, investments on physical infra-
structure are, by their very nature, highly visible. They
also tend to be quick gestating projects whose benefits
become obvious to local communities in the more im-
mediate term. As such, the economic services appear
to be more suitable in generating political dividends in
a more timely fashion.
Second Second, even if the social sectors succeed in se-
curing higher budget support from Congress, they tend
to suffer from the backlash. The Congressional prac-
tice of cutting the allocation for debt service in favor of
the other sectors tends to increase the general uncer-
tainty in the amount of budget resources that will be
released by the DBM to specific agencies/programs (in-
cluding whatever budget increments the social service
sectors may have secured from Congress) in the course
of the budget year notwithstanding the existence of a
legislated appropriation cover. It is well documented
that the DBM paces the release of allotment advises as
well as notice of cash allocation in accordance with the
availability of cash in the national treasury. To the ex-
tent that increases in the nondebt service portion of
the budget increases the overall size of the budget rela-
tive to the amount of revenue that is forthcoming, the
need to ration cash releases is intensified. In turn, this
problem has resulted in delays in the implementation
of government projects, including social projects.
And third third, viewing it from a purely development
perspective, Congressional budget initiatives tend to
weaken the link between budgeting and investment
planning/programming. For one, it puts well thought-
out expenditure programs at risk. Examples would be
the reductions in the budget support for foreign-as-
sisted projects resulting from Congressional initiatives.3
The reality of political economy is such, however,
that this practice tends to be self-perpetuating.  On the
one hand, it satisfies the need on the part of the legisla-
3Foreign-assisted projects are typically subjected to a rigorous review process
at the planning and programming stage.
Finally Finally, it should be made clear to all parties that
Congress' act of cutting or reducing the nation's Congress' act of cutting or reducing the nation's
debt service, with savings thus generated being debt service, with savings thus generated being
reallocated to other items, simply becomes a cer- reallocated to other items, simply becomes a cer-
emonial gesture emonial gesture. PN 96-01PolicyNotes
9 July 1996 July 1996
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